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Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 


Undergraduate Curriculum Changes 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the general considerations arising 
out of the Report from the Curriculum Coordinating Commit-tee, (document 
US-81-8-D4). He advised that contrary to the statement under item D. on 
page 2 of the Report that there were no changes in the Faculty of Commerce 
and Administration, a number of minor items have surfaced relating to 
changes in course titles and pre-requisites. With respect to the-B.F.A. Art 
Education programme, he advised that the University has not-yet received 
reactions from the Ministry of Education to the proposed changes to that 
programme. He hoped that Senate would allow for modifications to be 
made, if the Ministry so wanted, which changes would be brought to Senate 
for final approval, without the necessity of having to make a fresh 
submission. 


Commerce and Administration 


It was reported that there were a small number of changes in the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, relating to course titles and prerequisites, 
but these were of a minor nature and did not require Senate approval. 


Fine Arts 
IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. LOCKE, 


THAT THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN FINE ARTS, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-8-Dl), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FROM U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-81-8-D4) 
AND THAT SENATE AUTHORIZE THAT CHANGES TO THE BFA 
ART EDUCATION PROGRAMME, AS MAY BE REQUIRED BY THE 
MINISTRY OF EDUCATION, BE ACTED UPON, SUBJECT TO 
RETROACTIVE APPROVAL BY SENATE. 


MOTION CARRIED 


Engineering and Computer Science 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the proposed changes in Engineering 
and Computer Science, (document US-81-8-D2). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY 
PROF.RUSSELL, THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGES IN 
ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-8-D2), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-81-8-D4). 


MOTION CARRIED 


Arts and Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN COHEN, SECONDED BY DEAN TADDEO, 
URRICULUM CHANGES IN ARTS AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-81-8-D3), BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF U.C.C.C., (DOCUMENT US-81-8-D4). 


It was agreed that Geography C451, listed under "New Courses" (page 11, 
document US-81-8-D3), be changed to Geography C452. It was also 
agreed that Mathematics C407 - Topics in Probability and Statistics - (page 
20, document US-81-8-D3), be changed to Mathematics C411. 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the changes in Religion, as noted in the 
U.C.C.C. Report, represented a reorganization to take into account the fact 
that courses which have been offered over the years as slot courses, were 
now-being created, in their own right, and consequently, the increase in the 
number of new courses was much less substantial than what it appeared to 
be. 


With respect to the comment that "It can be hoped that they will not produce 
an undue amount of change in course offerings, etc.", (first paragraph, 
section B., page 1, document US-81-8-D4), Senate was advised that it was 
the hope of the Arts and Science Curriculum Task Force that in some cases, 
the review of programme content would, in fact, result in a considerable 
amount of change in course offerings. 


It was wondered what the University's policy was with respect to net 
increases in course offerings, particularly at a time when we were facing 
severe budgetary constraints. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien advised that the overall University 
policy, simplistically put, was not to provide any more resources whether or 
not there was an increase in the number of credits. This means, in effect, 
that an increase in the number of credits implies a difference in the overall 
pattern of course offerings. He stated that he could say that with a 
reasonable degree of assurance, insofar as the University level was 
concerned, but he was unable to say anything about what the plans might be 
at the departmental or Faculty levels. 


Senate was advised that the Arts and Science Faculty Council was assured 
that there were no costs associated with the proposed changes (document 
US-81-8-D3), except for those that had already been noted in the 
introduction of new programmes which was dealt with last Spring. THE 
MOTION TO APPROVE THE CURRICULUM CHANGES IN ARTS 
AND SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-81-8-D3, AS CHANGED), WAS 
VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Minor in Classical Archaeology 


81-8-7 Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report on the proposed Minor 
in Classical Archaeology, (document US-81-8-D5). 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was before Senate was a proposal for a 
Minor in Classical Archaeology that was submitted to Senate last Spring, 
which was tabled at that time, pending receipt of the Report (document 
US-81-8-D5) which has just been presented. He advised that the 
appropriate motion would be that the Minor in Classical Archaeology be 
approved, subject to the recommendations contained in document 
US-81-8-D5. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
TRUDEL, THAT THE PROPOSED MINOR PROGRAMME IN 
CLASSICAL ARCHAEOLOGY BE APPROVED, SUBJECT TO THE 
RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT US-81-8-D5. 


Concern was voiced over the title of the proposed programme - "Classical 
Art and Archaeology", it being argued that the Faculty of Fine Arts had a 
certain vested interest in the word "Art" and it was suggested that the title 
should be changed to "Classical Archaeology". 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY 
PROF. LOCKE, THAT THE TITLE OF THE PROPOSED 
PROGRAMME, BE CHANGED TO "CLASSICAL ARCHAEOLOGY", 
(ITEM 6.1., DOCUMENT US-81-8-D5). 


It was stated that given the vested interest of the Faculty of Arts and Science 
in "history", one would be more than happy to vote in favour of the 
amendment, provided that the Fine Arts Faculty would be willing to have 
the history component of the Art History programme reviewed by 
U.C.C.C. and Senate. 


It was argued that Classics was an area of endeavour which is defined by its 
area of civilization or literature component and if we say that the Department 
cannot examine art because it belongs to something else and if it cannot 
examine literature because it belongs to something else, etc., we are, in 
effect, challenging the entire raison d'etre of that Department. It was also 
argued that the precedent entailed by the amendment could be carried rather 
far. 


It was stated that if it was called a "Minor in Art, Literature, Archaeology, 
etc.'.', perhaps the amendment would not have been proposed. That is, if 
the title of the programme had contained a list of various aspects of 
civilization, the Faculty of Fine Arts would feel less uncomfortable. 


Concern was voiced over the idea of establishing a new minor, which 
would now exist in two Faculties, without resolving the issue of where the 
students would go to study archaeology. It was also suggested that perhaps 
there should be a condition whereby courses offered to less than so many 
students, would simply not be offered. This would enable us to determine 
which of the two programmes would attract the students. It was further 
argued that if we establish the programme and we decide to continue it even 
though it turns out that there are only 7 students in each course, it would be 
an extremely expensive proposition, regardless of whether or not it is stated 
that no additional resources are required. Also, if all the courses in this 
programme are offered, obviously they will be offered to less people, 
which, again was an expensive proposition, particularly given the present 
financial situation of the University. 


It was explained that the reason for creating a Minor in Classical 
Archaeology, was to take advantage of the interest of students enrolled in 
Classical Archaeology courses, as manifested over the last 4 or 5 years. 
Enrollments in such courses, going back to 1973, have ranged from as low 
as 15 students to as many as 98 students in a given course. This was 
significant of a shift in the Classics Department, in that not too many 
students are enrolling in elementary or intermediate Greek and Latin 
courses, as was the case. 15 or 20 years ago, and the intent of the proposal 
was to capitalize on the interest that students have manifested in the 
archeology courses offered by the Classics Department. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the amendment now before Senate would have the 
end result of the proposed programme being called a Minor in Classical 
Archaeology. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


It was stated that a problem might arise from students in Fine Arts registered 
in a double minor, one of the minors being the Archaeology programme in 
Fine Arts and the other being the Minor in Classical Archaeology. It was 
suggested that that potential problem be looked into by Prof. Whitelaw and 
if it was deemed appropriate, a note regarding that particular combination of 
minors should be inserted into the Calendar. 
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With respect to the above, it was agreed that if indeed there was a problem, 
an appropriate proposal would-be presented to Senate at a subsequent 
meeting, for approval. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Combined Degrees 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the Report from U.C.C.C. on 
Combined Degrees, (document US-81-8-D6). 


It was explained that technically, if Senate decided to endorse the 
recommendation contained in the Report, it would have to adopt a motion 
confirming the moratorium on new proposals for combined programmes in 
the same field, which was set by Senate on May 23, 1980. 


It was explained that what was before Senate was the recommendation 
contained in item E., page 3, document US-81-8-D6, and Senate could act 
on that recommendation as it saw fit. 


It was stated that when Senate considered the proposal from the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science for a combined B.Eng/M.Eng. 
programme and U.C.C.C. was asked to look into the matter, the sentiment 
expressed in Senate was that we did not want to establish too many such 
programmes too quickly, if problems were going to occur. Given that the 
Report contained nothing strongly negative with respect to such 
programmes, it was wondered whether Senate should not, in fact, loosen 
the moratorium and encourage departments and Faculties to interact in this 
direction. 


With respect to the comment-that there was nothing negative in the Report, 
it was pointed out that the programmes were very recent and an evaluation 
of their success has not been possible. Consequently, the question was still 
open as to whether or not the moratorium should remain in force. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that what was before Senate was a recommendation 
from U.C.C.C. that a moratorium be declared on new combined 
programmes in the same field until an evaluation of the B.Eng./M.Eng. 
Building programme has been carried out. 


It was explained that the evaluation referred to above would be completed in 
1984. 


It was stated that endorsement of the recommendation would have the effect 
of preventing anyone from even coming up with a proposal until 1984. It 
was suggested that Senate not impose a moratorium and moreover, every 
time such a proposal comes forward, Senate would be well advised to look 
at the viability and interest of the programme and judge it on its own merits. 
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It was argued that given the absence of any negative factors in the Report 
(document US-81-8-D6), it would be wrong to inhibit creative development 
in areas in which the student body, the community and the University may 
benefit. It was pointed out that there were many rapidly changing areas in 
Commerce, particularly those leading towards a Ph.D. programme, where a 
combined undergraduate/master's programme would make an awful lot of 
sense. At the moment students have to go through M.B.A. programmes that 
have little relevancy in a stepping-stone process, into a Ph.D. programme 
and a combined undergraduate/Master's programme would give students 
greater accessibility to Ph.D. programmes in areas like finance, marketing, 
management, etc. where graduates were desperately needed in Canada at the 
present time. 


Again it was argued that Senate should not prevent the possibility of other 
Faculties initiating proposals for combined programmes until after 1984, 
particularly since any such proposals would, in any case, have to be 
submitted to and approved by Senate before being implemented. 


It was also argued that Senate must keep the flexibility, in each case, to be 
able to evaluate a programme on its own merits and a blanket moratorium 
would prevent Senate from doing that. 


A motion was suggested that the Report be received. 


It was stated that the Report (document U.S-81-8-D6) was an excellent one, 
that provides very useful information. It was already on the record and a 
useful purpose has been achieved by the simple presentation of the Report 
among the Senate documents. The basic issue now was whether or not there 
was going to be a moratorium. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SIMON, THAT THE MORATORIUM ON COMBINED DEGREE 
PROGRAMMES, BE REMOVED. 


It was explained that the motion was not intended as an encouragement for 
an open door policy with respect to such programmes, but rather it was 
intended to allow some of the areas in the University that may well benefit 
from such programmes, to proceed in this direction. 

THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Regulations Regarding Cheating, Plagiarism and Academic Re-evaluation 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senators that Senate, at its last meeting, had made a 
number of decisions concerning the Regulations Regarding Cheating, 
Plagiarism and Academic Re-evaluation. Those decisions have been drafted 
into document US-81-8-D7, following legal advice, and Senate was being 
asked at this point simply to affirm the document as the current version of 
the Regulations. The document was not meant to be anything other than a 
reflection of the decisions that have already been taken by Senate, and no 
new issues would be opened by what was contained therein. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, SECONDED BY DR. DANIEL, 
THAT THE REGULATIONS REGARDING CHEATING, PLAGIARISM 
AND ACADEMIC RE-EVALUATION, AS SET OUT IN DOCUMENT 
US-81-8-D7, BE APPROVED. 


Senate was advised that the last 4 or 5 pages were missing from a number 
of the copies of document US-81-8-D7 that had been sent to the Student 
Senators. Consequently, it was suggested that the item be tabled. It was 
further pointed out that Mr. Glen Murray, who was-a member of the 
Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals, was not 
present at the meeting and also that there were 5 novice Student Senators 
who were appointed to Senate only on October 13, 1981 and were really 
unable to participate effectively in the meeting due to a lack of information 
and orientation. Consequently, it was requested that this item be tabled to 
the next Senate meeting. 


The mover and seconder agreed to withdraw the motion. 


It was pointed out that the revisions to the regulations were approved by 
Senate on May 28 and September 25, 1981, with the intention that they 
would be published in the 1982/83 Calendar. However, if document 
US-81-8-D7 was not ratified today by Senate, the regulations as printed in 
the 1981/82 Calendar would have to remain in the calendar for another year. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the main change was the establishment of a 
hearing committee which would be the final decision making body insofar 
as appeals were concerned. That is, Senate's decision was to discontinue 
the practice by which the whole Senate deals with appeals, which was a 
practice that was rapidly becoming unworkable. While he would not be too 
concerned one way or the other if there was a year's delay in introducing 
most of the other changes reflected in the document, in his opinion there 
would be considerable difficulty if we had to go through another year under 
the existing system of dealing with appeals in front of the whole Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien reiterated that the purpose of document US-81-8-D7 was not to 
open any other questions but rather it was simply to put into a final, neater 
and edited form, the decisions that were already taken by Senate. His 
inclination was simply to withdraw document'US-81-8-D7 and go back to 
the decisions taken by Senate on May 28 and September 25, 1981, and 
forward them as necessary, to the Board of Governors. He further stated 
that it was unfortunate that an incomplete document had been distributed and 
he did not see how Senators who received an incomplete document could be 
expected to take some position on it. However, as this happens to be only a 
tidying up operation rather than the introduction of new matters which 
would require Senate approval, he would propose that we take that step 
backward and act and implement, for the purpose of the Calendar, those 
things which were in the decisions that Senate has already taken. At the 
same time, if we find that there were indeed other things that need to be 
brought forward, they would be brought forward in another document and 
dealt with separately. 
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Senate agreed to the course of action proposed by Dr. O'Brien. 


Report from the Committee on Student Applications and Appeals 


Dr. Daniel presented and explained section 3., of the Final Report from the 
Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals 
(document US-81-7-D7, with amendment), concerning Student Request 
Committees. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY MS. MORALEJO, 
THAT RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED IN SECTION 3. OF THE 
FINAL REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE PROCESSING OF 
STUDENT APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS, AS AMENDED, (PAGE 2 
AND 3, DOCUMENT US-81-7-D7), BE APPROVED. 


Concern was voiced over the proposed composition of the Student Request 
Committees as set out in the amendment to document US-81-7-D7, 
particularly as applicable in the Faculty of Arts and Science. It was 
explained that at the moment there were five faculty members on the Arts 
and Science Student Request Committee, one from each of the three 
Divisions corresponding roughly to the Humanities, Social Sciences and 
Sciences, plus two rotating members who could be brought into the 
Committee from whatever area depending on the nature of a given problem 
at a particular time. The proposed reduced composition might very well lead 
to a situation, where there might not be a representative from one of the 
three areas, and the Committee would be unable to respond properly to a 
particular problem. That is, allowing for only two faculty members on the 
Committee might cause problems, particularly in a Faculty as large as Arts 
and Science. 


It was pointed out that what we were talking about was a Student Request 
Committee of Faculty Councils-and concern was expressed over the 
possibility of Senate pronouncing itself on the composition and mandate of 
committees of Faculty Councils, without even having asked those Councils 
for their opinions. 


Concerning the proposed composition of Student Request Committees, it 
was pointed out that the term "Assistant Dean" did not apply in all instances 
and it was presumed that this would be changed to "Assistant or Associate 
Dean". 


Senate was advised that the problem that the Committee on the Processing 
of Student Applications and Appeals had to deal with, was the difficulties 
created by the fact that Student Request Committees differ in composition, 
mandate, behaviour, etc., across the University. The Committee received 
very strong vibrations from all informational sources, that this was a bad 
thing and that it was desirable to introduce greater similarity in the 
compositions and modus operendi-. of these Committees, even if this meant 
changes in some, if not all, cases. 


Concern was also expressed over the representative from the Registrar's 
Office or the Admissions Office, it being wondered who would decide in a 
particular case, from which office the representative would come. 


Again, in response to a suggestion that Faculty Councils should Be 
consulted prior to Senate approval of the proposal, it was stated that when 
the Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals was 
established last February, it was given a clear indication that there was a 
problem at the level of Student Request Committees and the Committee 
itself had representatives from each of the Faculties, which representatives 
by and large were those individuals most directly concerned with student 
requests. It was further stated that the number of students who go through 
this process every year, confirms that this was an area of activity in the 
University that should be as clear as possible because of the large number of 
people affected. In addition, the Committee spent a great deal of time 
debating the notion of appeals on decisions of Student Requests Committees 
or more realistically, appeals on decisions of Assistant Deans in their 
capacity as representatives of such Committees, and the feeling was that the 
notion of appeal was not an appropriate notion in that context. Rather, the 
opinion of the Committee was that the notion of appeal was appropriate in 
cases of cheating, for example, where someone is accused of something and 
there is a sanction which could do them harm. At the same time, the 
Committee felt that the student obviously has a right to be sure that he or she 
is getting the decision of the Student Request Committee and not the 
decision of an individual. Consequently, what was being proposed was the 
possibility of a decision which has been made by an Assistant Dean, being 
reviewed by a full committee. 


With respect to those matters that Student Request Committees were 
authorized to handle, which were listed on pages 2 and 3, document 
US-81-D7, it was stated that there were many things that could 
appropriately be dealt with by the Registrar's Offices, including for 
example, picking up and dropping courses immediately after deadline dates 
had lapsed, etc. At the same time, a concern was expressed that there should 
be a limitation on the jurisdiction of the Committees on certain kinds of 
cases and on the residual power that rests with the Registrar's Offices. It 
was explained that a review of past decisions taken by the Student Request 
Committee indicated that there were other areas where the Faculty itself 
would prefer to retain the decision making power in the hands of the 
Student Request Committee. These areas included such things as making 
recommendations on late completions on academic grounds, particularly in 
cases involving intern and research type courses; extension of deadlines on 
academic grounds; retention of credits in cases involving possible 
duplication, which was a complex area in Arts and Science because of the 
vast number of curriculum changes which have taken place as a result of the 
merging of the founding Faculties; permission for late registration in 
courses that are opened by a Faculty for academic reasons, after the 
registration period has ended; and modifications to the basis of admissions, 
particularly in cases involving transfer students from other universities. 


It was stated that in addition to what was mentioned above, there were some 
gray areas where there was an overlap between what was considered to be 
an academic versus an administrative type area. It was argued that these 
problem areas should be investigated and clearly defined before Senate 
accepted the proposal contained in document US-81-7-D7. 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, suggested that the phrase tlsuch as", be 
added at the end of the last paragraph on page 2, document US-81-7- D7. 
He further advised that he would then work with each of the Faculties to 
define the list of matters relating to academic regulations that may be 
appropriate to a particular Faculty. 


It was argued that the penultimate paragraph on page 3 of the Report, which 
states - "Requests relating to matters other than those listed above should be 
submitted to the Registrar." makes the gray area not gray at all, but rather 
black and white. 


With respect to the paragraph in question, it was explained that the intention 
was to reduce some of the pressure. on Student Request Committees and 
also that the list would be extended to include elements which particular 
Faculties decide, in consultation with the Registrar, that they might wish to 
look at. That is, there would be a special list for each Faculty. 


It was stated that although the list found on pages 2 and 3, document 
US-81-7-D7, resulted from an analysis of all the student requests that have 
been made over the past 12 to 18 months, it was nonetheless recognized that 
some areas might well have been missed by the Committee. Consequently, 
it was suggested that an attempt should be made to come up with an 
appropriate wording, which, while making it clear that Student Request 
Committees would be dealing with matters relating to academic regulations, 
stops short of suggesting that they should deal with any problem that 
happens to come up and therefore taking us back to the very situation that 
the Committee on the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals was 
attempting to correct. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that his impression was that Senate had just about 
reached the point where it was becoming clear-that these matters should be 
referred back to the Committee and see. what might be brought forward in a 
revised version for the consideration of Senate. He further stated that he 
would be greatly concerned about side-stepping the questions that have been 
raised by the insertion of the convenient phrase "such as", which has the 
effect of opening up a large area of ambiguity. He explained that the reason 
why this particular item was included in the mandate of the Committee on 
the Processing of Student Applications and Appeals was the feeling that 
there needed to be some clarification in the area of student requests and if 
the effect of the Report has been to reveal that we now need to move on to a 
second level of clarification, then we should proceed to consider some of 
the points that have been raised. At the same time, he would be somewhat 
loathe to see the items contained in the Report adopted at today's meeting, 
without first trying to clarify the issues. He proposed that, with the 


exception of one aspect which he intended to raise under the next Agenda 
item, the matter be referred back to the Committee. 


It was stated that if the matter was going to be referred back to the. 
Committee, there should be a provision that when the Committee completes 
the next round, the draft report be referred to the Faculty Councils for 
comment, before coming to Senate. 


It was pointed out that the item was on today's Agenda in order to meet 
Calendar deadline dates and it was assumed that if the matter was 
postponed, the existing Calendar statement would occur for one more year. 


In response to a suggestion that the Report be forwarded directly to Faculty 
Councils for reaction, rather than being sent back to the Committee, it was 
stated that one would prefer that the concerns expressed at this meeting be 
considered by the Committee and incorporated into something like a final 
document which would be forwarded to the Faculty Councils. 


Senate was-advised that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
previously prepared a document dealing with student requests and the 
Faculty would like to submit the document to the Committee, with 
recommendations on those are-as which the Faculty feels should be 
immediately transferred to the Registrar's operation and those that the 
Faculty wished to hold on to. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN COHEN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CHAIKELSON, THAT THE DOCUMENT , (US-81-7-D7) BE 
REFERRED BACK TO THE COMMITTEE; THAT INPUT 
CONCERNING POSSIBLE REVISIONS BE SOUGHT FROM THE 
APPROPRIATE ASSISTANT AND/OR ASSOCIATE DEANS; AND 
THAT THE REVISONS, HAVING BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THE 
DOCUMENT, THE DOCUMENT BE FORWARDED TO THE FACULTY 
COUNCILS FOR COMMENT BEFORE IT IS BROUGHT BACK TO 
SENATE. 


It was stated that one would hope that the motion, if passed, would not lead 
to a whole series of meetings and arguments in Faculty Councils on the 
question of jurisdiction. It was further stated that what was being proposed 
should not be viewed as an attempt to infringe on the jurisdiction of Faculty 
Councils, but rather as an attempt to establish a much needed uniform 
procedure for the treatment of student requests. That is, the proposed 
procedure, which was an excellent one, should not be looked upon as 
something that would take anything away from Faculty Councils, but rather 
simply as an administrative guideline designed to produce uniformity and to 
avoid criticism that presently exists in this area. 


THE MOTION TO REFER THE DOCUMENT BACK TO THE 
COMMITTEE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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Revisions to the Powers of Senate and Memberships and Functions of-the 
Standing Committees of Senate 


In presenting the proposed Revisions to the Powers of Senate and to the 
Memberships and Functions of Standing Committees of Senate (document 
US-81-8-D8), Dr. O'Brien explained that some of the matters that arose out 
of the Report of the Committee on the Processing of Student Applications 
and Appeals, lead to or require a change in the powers of the various bodies 
of the University, as initially established by the Board of Governors at the 
time that Concordia was formed. Document US-81-8-D8, proposes certain 
changes which will have to be approved by the Board of Governors in order 
to give effect to some of the things that Senate has been debating both today 
and at the September meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN COHEN, SECONDED BY PROF. MAITIK, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMKEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THAT THE PHRASE - "RECEIVE AND DECIDE UPON 
APPEALS FROM DECISIONS OF THOSE BODIES REGARDING 
SUCH STUDENTS' REQUESTS" BE DELETED FROM ITEM 3., VIIL., 
OF THE POWERS OF SENATE, (DOCUMENT US-81-8-D8). 


In. response to a question as to the effective date of the change, Dr. O'Brien 
advised that the change would be effective as soon as the Board of 
Governors passes the necessary legislation. This would mean that appeals 
cases presently underway, if any, would still end up at Senate. 


In response to another question, Dr. O'Brien advised that if Senate decides 
to get out of the business of handling appeals on student requests and 
passed the motion, the final appeal body for such cases, would be the 
Faculty Council. However, to achieve that, it would be necessary to amend 
the Powers of Faculty Councils by deleting the phrase - "subject to appeal to 
Senate" - from item 3. The effect of such an amendment would be to place 
final decision making, with respect to student request appeals, in the hands 
of the Faculty councils. 


It was explained that in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration there 
was a Students' Request Appeals Committee, which the Faculty considers 
to be a final decision making body. It was wondered whether approval of 
the motion would mean that it was within the jurisdiction of a Faculty 
Council to delegate final decision making powers to an Appeals Committee. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that by pretty firmly established convention, what was 
mentioned above was in fact correct. However, whether or not it was 
correct in strictly legal terms, was something that we would have to get legal 
opinion on, which he felt, would be worthwhile doing. At the same time, it 
might be necessary and desirable to bring in some further change in the 
wording of the Powers of Faculty Councils, in order to make the point 
crystal clear. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


81-8-12 


81-8-13 


81-8-14 


81-8-15 


81-8-16 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN EMERY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE PHRASE - "SUBJECT TO APPEAL TO 
SENATE" - BE DELETED FROM ITEM 3. OF THE POWERS OF 
FACULTY COUNCILS, AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FRIEDLAND, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THAT - "EXCEPTIONALLY, IN THE 
CASE OF APPEALS WITH REGARD TO CHEATING OR 
PLAGIARISM,THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE ON CHEATING 
AND PLAGIARISM SHALL BE POSSESSED OF FINAL AUTHORITY" 
- BE ADDED TO ITEM 3.X. OF THE POWERS OF SENATE, 
(DOCUMENT US-81-8-D8). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CURNEW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT SENATE REAFFIRM THE LIST OF STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF SENATE AS SET FORTH IN DOCUMENT 
US-81-8-D8 AND RECOMMEND IT TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
FOR APPROVAL. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DESPLAND, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FRIEDLAND, THAT THE MEMBERSHIPS AND FUNCTIONS OF THE 
STANDING COMMITTEES OF SENATE BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE 
THE COMPOSITION AND MANDATE OF THE SENATE APPEALS 
COMMITTEE ON CHEATING AND PLAGIARISM, AS SET FORTH IN 
DOCUMENT US-81-8-D8, AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS FOR ITS APPROVAL. 


In response to a question concerning alternate members on the Senate 
Appeals Committee, Dr. O'Brien explained that the regular members of the 
Committee were continuously the members of the Committee until or unless 
one or more disqualified themselves on the grounds of conflict of interest. 
The onus is on an individual to declare a conflict of interest or an 
involvement in the case in question. In addition, an alternate would also 
replace a regular member if that member happened to be sick. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Guidelines for Undergraduate Programmes of Concentration 


Prof. Whitelaw explained that the document concerning Guidelines for 
Undergraduate Programmes of Concentration was tabled last Spring at 
Senate and forwarded to Faculty Councils for their reactions. The Councils 
were asked to respond by this meeting in, order to make it possible to 


81-8-17 


81-8-18 


include any changes or new policies in the 1982/83 Calendar. A detailed 
response has been received from one of the Faculties, which will involve 
reconsideration of some of the items contained in the document. 
Consequently, he suggested that the item be tabled. 


It was agreed that the item be tabled. 


Next meeting 


It was announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 p.m., 
Friday, October 30, 1981 in the Protestant School Board of Greater 
Montreal. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:20 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


